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REMARKS 



Claims 1-30 are pending in the instant Application. The Examiner has rejected claims 1- 
30 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being allegedly being anticipated by Ikeda et al. (US. Patent. No. 
6,853,959, hereinafter "Ikeda"). The Applicants submit that the rejections of claims 1-30 are in 
error because the Examiner has not met the burden of establishing anticipation in contravention 
of the provisions of 35 USC 102. 

With respect to claims 1-30, Ikeda does not teach "an automated manufacturing facility", 
but rather a remote monitoring diagnostic center, a user facility containing a power plant, and a 
design department. The power plant and remote diagnostic center of Ikeda are geographically 
diverse facilities. The "remote monitoring diagnostic center" of Ikeda provides power plant 
monitoring at a distance. For example, Ikeda states a "remote area (a long distance from the 
power generating equipment to the maintenance group)" (see, e.g., Ikeda, column 9, lines 45-47). 
"Information which can be monitored is converted into digitalized signals, and is transmitted 
through the communications line (ISDN line, Internet, Intranet, radio) to the facilities where 
monitor and diagnosis are conducted on a real time basis by remote control." (Ikeda, column 9, 
lines 60-65, emphasis added), 

A stated advantage of Ikeda is, "[simultaneous monitoring of multiple equipment by a 
smaller number of people in remote control mode" (Ikeda, column 11, lines 17-18), indicating 
both human involvement and remote location. Thus, Ikeda does not teach "an automated 
manufacturing facility." Even, if the Examiner reads the power plant of Ikeda as an automated 
manufacturing facility, in contrast to the teaching of the specification, the remote monitoring 
diagnostic system is not in the plant. Therefore, the structure taught in Ikeda is inconsistent 
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with the plain language of the Applicants' claims 1-30. 

Regarding Examiner's response in the Office Action for the first component of Claims 1, 
11,21, and 30, the Examiner statement that Ikeda at column 1, lines 45-57, discloses "automatic 
action" is without support. The only references in Ikeda to "action" are a database storing errors 
and actions, and a reporting system with no teaching of automatic capabilities. Thus, there exists 
clear" error in the rejections of claims 1,11, 21, and 30. 

Regarding Examiner's response for the second component of Claims 1,11,21, and 30, 
the Examiner asserts that sending a report, even if sent via e-mail, is equivalent to "commanding 
the talcing of automated corrective action by a portion of the automated manufacturing facility in 
response to a reported issue recognized by the first component" as recited in the Claims. The 
reporting system of Ikeda requires human intervention of the pilot staff to confirm the error and 
either pass the information to a department for study or provide feedback directly through e-mail, 
phone, or fax. (Ikeda, column 8, lines 49 - 60). Furthermore, there is nothing to indicate that the 
user recipient of the report performs the correction in an automated fashion. Ikeda teaches power 
plant maintenance using a maintenance engineer with a portable terminal (Ikeda, FIGs. 1-4, item 
24). 

The Examiner has not provided any detailed rejection for Claim 16 in either Office Action; 
therefore, it is presumed that Claim 16 is allowable. 

For at least the aforementioned reasons, the Applicants submit that there exists clear error in 
the rejections of claims 1,11,21, and 30. Claims 2-10, 12-20, and 22-29 depend claims 1, 1 1, and 
21, respectively, and are believed to be patentable at least due to their dependencies thereon. 
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Conclusion 

hi view of the foregoing, it is urged that the final rejection of claims 1-30 be overturned. 
The final rejection is in error and should be reversed. The fee set forth in 37 CFR 41 .20(b)(1) is 
enclosed herewith. If there are any additional charges with respect to this Request, or otherwise, 
please charge them to Deposit Account No. 09-0458. 



Respectfully submitted, 
KARL GARTLAND, ET AL. 

CANTOR COLBURN LLP 
Applicants' Attorneys 
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Registration No. 46,673 
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Date: January 16, 2007 
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Telephone: 860-286-2929 
Fax: 860-286-0115 
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